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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO
STATE OF IDAHO,

)
)
Plaintiff-Respondent,
)
)
v.
)
)
SHAY LYNN WILLIFORD aka BLASS, )
)
Defendant-Appellant.
)
____________________________________)

NO. 45667
ADA COUNTY NO. CR01-17-11288

APPELLANT’S BRIEF

STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Nature of the Case
Shay Lynn Williford aka Blass (“Ms. Blass”) was sentenced to a unified term of 15 years,
with four years fixed, after she was convicted of trafficking in methamphetamine. She appeals
from her judgment of conviction, arguing the district court abused its discretion when it imposed
this sentence upon her considering the mitigating factors that exist in this case.

Statement of Facts & Course of Proceedings
Ms. Blass was arrested on outstanding warrants in March 2017, and was found to be in
possession of approximately 62 grams of methamphetamine, syringes, baggies and scales.
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(Tr., p.26, L.22 – p.27, L.10; Presentence Investigation Report (“PSI”), pp.3-4.) Ms. Blass
fainted during the booking process, and was transported to St. Alphonsus Regional Medical
Center, where she kicked a nurse who was attempting to obtain a urine sample from her.
(Tr., p.27, Ls.10-14; PSI, pp.4-5.)
Ms. Blass was charged by Information with trafficking in methamphetamine, battery
against a healthcare worker, and possession of drug paraphernalia. (R., pp.27-28.) She entered
into an agreement with the State pursuant to which she agreed to plead guilty to trafficking, and
the State agreed to dismiss the other two charges and recommend a unified sentence of 15 years,
with four years fixed. (R., pp.45-52.) The district court accepted Ms. Blass’ guilty plea and
sentenced her to a unified term of 15 years, with four years fixed. (Tr., p.24, Ls.7-14, p.45, Ls.24.) The judgment of conviction was entered on December 15, 2017, and Ms. Blass filed a timely
notice of appeal on December 19, 2017.1 (R., pp.56-59, 65-67.)

ISSUE
Did the district court abuse its discretion when it imposed upon Ms. Blass a unified sentence of
15 years, with four years fixed, considering the mitigating factors that exist in this case?

ARGUMENT
Considering The Mitigating Factors That Exist In This Case, The District Court Abused Its
Discretion When It Imposed Upon Ms. Blass A Unified Sentence Of 15 Years, With Four Years
Fixed
Ms. Blass asserts that, given any view of the facts, her unified sentence of 15 years, with
four years fixed, was excessive. Where, as here, the sentence imposed by the district court is
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Ms. Blass filed a motion pursuant to Idaho Criminal Rule 35 for a reduction of sentence on
December 19, 2017, which the district court denied without a hearing. (R., pp.68-69, 72-75.)
Ms. Blass does not challenge the district court’s decision on appeal in light of State v. Huffman,
144 Idaho 201, 203 (2007).
2

within statutory limits, “the appellant bears the burden of demonstrating that it is a clear abuse of
discretion.” State v. Miller, 151 Idaho 828, 834 (2011) (quoting State v. Windom, 150 Idaho 873,
875 (2011)). “When a trial court exercises its discretion in sentencing, ‘the most fundamental
requirement is reasonableness.’” Id. (quoting State v. Hooper, 119 Idaho 606, 608 (1991)). “A
sentence is reasonable if it appears necessary to accomplish the primary objective of protecting
society and to achieve any or all of the related goals of deterrence, rehabilitation or retribution.”
Id. (citation omitted). “When reviewing the reasonableness of a sentence this Court will make an
independent examination of the record, ‘having regard to the nature of the offense, the character
of the offender and the protection of the public interest.’” Id. (quoting State v. Shideler, 103
Idaho 593, 594 (1982)).
The sentence the district court imposed upon Ms. Blass was not reasonable considering
the nature of her offense, her character, and the protection of the public interest. Trafficking in
methamphetamine is a serious offense, and Ms. Blass acknowledges she is subject to a
mandatory minimum sentence of three years fixed pursuant to Idaho Code § 37-2732B(a)(4)(A).
But the circumstances of Ms. Blass’ offense do not warrant anything greater than the mandatory
minimum. Ms. Blass was arrested on outstanding warrants, without incident, and found to be in
possession of a trafficking quantity of methamphetamine. (Tr., p.17, L.22 – p.19, L.3.) Apart
from her possession of the drugs and drug paraphernalia, she presented no danger to herself, the
arresting officer, or the general public, and took accountability for her actions from the
beginning.
The sentence was also not reasonable considering Ms. Blass’ character. At the time of
sentencing, Ms. Blass was 29 years old. (PSI, p.2.) She told the district court at the change of
plea hearing that she wanted to waive the preparation of a presentence report because it would be
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quicker.

(Tr., p.20, Ls.10-17.)

She explained, “I know there’s going to be a mandatory

minimum. I would like to be able to go and get to a work center, be able to pay off all my fines
and fees and basically get a fresh start, get back into working and being a productive member of
society.” (Tr., p.20, Ls.10-17.) At sentencing, Ms. Blass told the district court she was ashamed
of her mistakes. (Tr., p.41, Ls.21-22.) She explained, “We all fall short of the glory of God and
we make mistakes. It’s learning from them. And from learning from mistakes, I can see
different avenues and different options. Absolutely. Absolutely. And at the time I didn’t feel
like I had them.” (Tr., p.41, L.23 – p.42, L.3.) Ms. Blass has a high school education, and has
completed some college. (PSI, p.13.) At one point, she worked with mentally handicapped
adults in their home. (Tr., p.9, Ls.8-15.) Ms. Blass’ probation officer told the presentence
investigator that Ms. Blass’ issues stem from an abusive relationship with her husband “as she
would fight with him and take off and go get high.” (PSI, p.9.) At the time of sentencing,
Ms. Blass was separated from her husband and in a new relationship. (PSI, p.11.)
The sentence imposed by the district court was also not necessary to protect the public
interest. Ms. Blass is, by all accounts, addicted to drugs, and needs a term of incarceration to get
sober and learn how to maintain her sobriety in the community. But the sentence imposed does
not protect the public any better than the mandatory minimum. The district court should have
imposed the sentence recommended by Ms. Blass, which was 13 years, with three years fixed,
and which would have allowed Ms. Blass to be housed in a work center. (Tr., p.43, Ls.4-8.)
Considering Ms. Blass’ children, and the fact that she will one day be released, the public would
be better served if Ms. Blass could obtain the job and life skills she most desperately needs
during her term of incarceration. Notwithstanding the aggravating factors that exist in this case,
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Ms. Blass contends the district court abused its discretion when it sentenced her to a unified term
of 15 years, with four years fixed.

CONCLUSION
Ms. Blass respectfully requests that the Court reduce her sentence as it deems
appropriate. Alternatively, she requests that the Court remand this case to the district court for a
new sentencing hearing.
DATED this 30th day of May, 2018.

___________/s/__________________
ANDREA W. REYNOLDS
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender
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